Dae Eliz. Northcote, Execu- Sir Francis and Alice 
trix of Sir Arthur, Appellant. 5 Northcote, Reſpondents. 


A Short Anſiwer to the Appellant's Caſe. Signed E. Gibbon, 


Appellant's rn N E Subſtance of that Caſe is that William Northcae and the Reſpondent Alice, 
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had unjuſtly taken from Sir Arthur 1600 J. principle Mony; which by Or- 
ders upon a hearing, and two rehearings in Chancery affirmed by the Lords 
in 1691, was Decreed to be refunded with Intereſt, amounting together at that 
time to 27071. $5. 1 d. but they abſconding, and having Veſted their Eſtate anal 
Goods in Parliament-Men, the Appellant who was Inticuled to the Mony, could 
Levy nothing till 1599; bat then got a Sequeſtsation-, which was diſcharged by 
an Order in Chancery of the 4th of June, made in a Cauſe commenced after the 
Affirmance aforeſaid, whereby allo the Mony ſo Decreed was taken from the Ap- 
pellanc, altho' ſhe depending thercon, had paid her Teſtators Debts out of her own 
Mony. 


And under the Caſe is Printed at large the Order of the Houſe F Lords, 
thereby privately inſinuating, as if that Order were diſobeyed or con- 
troverted. 


N EE R. 


aht to have ſome Anſwer, becauſe it is untrne, evaſive and fallacious in ma- 
„ Parts ; and through the whole inſincere with your Lordſhips, and erven diſagvees with 
aiot her Printed Caſe of the Appellants, Signed Henry Poley. For, 


1. Firſt, It appears by che Proceedings in the Cauſe that the Reſpondent Alice hath 
paid full Obedience to that Decree and your Lordſhips Afirmance, and that 
{ke has never fince pretended to controvert the ſame. 

2. It appears by Proof that the whole Mony thereby Decreed and Affirmed to the 

Appellant, is allowed and paid to her with an Overplus of 693 J. 166. 4d. to 

vrhich Samuel Rolle, and William Cary Eſquires are intituled as Adminiſtrators of 

the ſaid William Northcote, and as his real Creditors for 1000 l. Principal Mony, 
and 18 Years Intereſt. | 

. Ir appears that the Appellant Conſented in the Court of Chancery to the Order of 

the gth of June laſt, againſt which Order ſhe now Complains, bur evaſively 
paſſes over in ſilence her Conſent, and would willingly raiſe a Complaint againſt 
the Court of Chancery in groſs, without mentioning one particular inſtance, where- 
in that Order is unjuſt . 

4. It alſo appears that the ſaid Caſe is untrue, in averring that the Order of the 4th 
zi Jinnacy * = . K ; 
1649 dico. Of june laſt was made in Chancery, in a Cauſe commenced ſince the Appellant's 
matt, Decree affirmed by the Lords; the Cauſe being 2 Years elder. 

ame. 5. There is no Proof of any Debts paid by the Appellant beyond Aſſets, but a 
ſtrong Preſumption to the contrary, for that the Cauſe on which the ſaid Order 
of the gth of June is founded, was prior to the Affirmance of the laid Decree. 

6. The matter of abſconding, Oc. is fallacicus and gratis dictum, without any proof 
to warrant it; but the Appellant being Conſcious that ſhe was overpaid, did not 
proceed upon tho ſaid Decree till 1699, which was immediately upon the Death 
of the Reipondent Alice her laſt Husband, and then the Appellant like a kind 


Mother- i- Law, Seized the Reſpondent Alice, her whole Jointure and Subſiſtance. 
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The ſai Cafe compared with the Caſe of the Reſpondent Alice, Printed at large, is allo 
Ewaſive in many other Particalars ; the other printed Caſe of the Appellant is alſo de- 
ry Evaſive, and particularly omits to mention that the Order of the ati, of June afl 
(Zain which the Appellant now Appeals) was made by her own Conſent ; and neither 
of the Cales has one Argument or Reaſon to juſtify this Appeal from an Order made 


hy Conſents 
W. Dobins. 


